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Linguistic variation across different groups of translated and non-translated texts

Introduction

Aim of the study

Interaction of the four explanatory factors
language
register
translation status
editorial intervention

Research questions:
Effect of these factors on linguistic profiles of the analyzed
texts
Individual contributions of the lexico-grammatical features

Method: Geometric Multivariate Analysis, GMA (Diwersy
et al. 2014; Evert & Neumann 2017)
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the lexico-grammatical features of texts are determined by the
corresponding language
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the uniqueness of translation as a linguistic activity should not
be overstated →

the same cognitive mechanisms as in language production in
general are at play (Halverson & Kotze 2022)
translation as a type of constrained communication (Kotze
2022)

linguistic profiles depend on language- and register-specific
entrenchment but some distributions specific to translations →
research on translation properties (overview in de Sutter &
Lefer 2020) and translationese (Volansky et al. 2015)
linguistic behavior shaped by the ’practice of translating texts,
of particular kinds, for particular purposes and for particular
clients’ (Halverson & Kotze 2022: 72)
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Editorial intervention

published texts are often edited

editorial intervention could be seen as normal and ’not
something that the linguist should wish away as noise or
change imposed on “authentic data” ’ (Kruger & van Rooy
2018: 220)
→ linguistic features present in the final published version
contribute to entrenchment of these features (Kruger &
van Rooy 2018: 220)
still essential to acknowledge and assess the additional
workflow stages, particularly for a successful integration of
product and process research (Serbina & Neumann 2022: 142)
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no evidence of shared ‘mediation effect’
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editors ‘introduce collocational variety’

Bisiada (2017): replication of Kruger (2012) for English–German

normalisation: difference between translated and
non-translated text → non-translated texts use
unconventional/creative language
simplification: difference between manuscripts and published
texts → notable editorial influence
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some phenomena like sentence splitting are caused by both
translators and editors (Bisiada 2016; 2018b)

translators and editors are guided by different goals
they both make extensive changes to nominalisations (Bisiada
2018a,c)
editors eliminate passive constructions from translations,
especially when the verb is in the past tense (Bisiada 2019)
previous multivariate analysis considering only German
originals and translations did not indicate a profound effect of
editorial intervention (Serbina et al. 2021) – calling for more
extensive analysis across languages
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Data & Methodology

Corpus-based methodologies

Corpus-based research

The frequency approach: Comparison of frequencies of a
feature across two or more data sets, e.g. different registers or
varieties etc.
The regression approach: Prediction of a single quantity from
multiple explanatory factors, e.g. alternation studies (what
drives the choice for one feature over another?)
The multivariate approach: Exploration of complex
relationships between multiple features and multiple factors,
e.g. Biber’s multi-dimensional analysis
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Determine latent, i.e. hidden, factors characterised by a set of
features with the help of correlation analysis

Reduction of dimensionality of the data set
One dimension: a factor reflected in co-occurring features of
data points
Interpreted as ‘causes’ of variation
Datasets are often characterised by more than one dimension

Outcome: clusters of features a group of data points share
Text as the unit capturing the combined effect of factors

Each text (= data point) characterised by a set of quantitative
linguistic variables (a ‘feature vector’)
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Data & Methodology

Data: Overview of the data sample

Corpora: Harvard Business Corpus, HBC (Bisiada 2018a) and
CroCo Corpus (Hansen-Schirra et al. 2012)

Corpus Translation Status Register Size in words No. of texts

HBC ST EN Business 106,035 26
HBC Manuscript T DE Business 112,810 26
HBC Published T DE Business 106,958 26
CroCo ST EN Share, Popsci 62,952 24
CroCo Published T DE Share, Popsci 61,791 24
CroCo ST DE Share, Popsci,

Speech, Essay
124,926 62
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Methods

POS tagging

German: TreeTagger (Schmid 1994) using STTS tagset
(Schiller et al. 1999)
English: CLAWS tagger (Garside & Smith 1997) using the
CLAWS 7 tagset

Feature extraction

cqp script (Fest et al. 2019; Neumann & Evert 2021) based on
the lexico-grammatical features developed by Neumann (2013)
normalized to an appropriate unit of measurement (e.g.
nominalizations/word or passive/finite verb) and standardized
to mitigate different ranges of variation
after inspecting for excessive correlations: 36 features
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Geometric Multivariate Analysis

procedure combining statistical analysis and
visualization-based interpretation (Diwersy et al. 2014; Evert &
Neumann 2017); due to size of the data set focus on PCA

data pre-processing and analysis – R scripts (based on scripts
by Stephanie Evert, FAU Erlangen-Nürnberg)
every text represented as a feature vector in multi-dimensional
feature space
Euclidean distances between feature vectors assumed to
represent meaningful differences between texts
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Methods

Multi-dimensional space

Variation influenced by multiple factors –> multiple dimensions

Distances between data points influenced in complex ways by
these factors

Position in space reflects this

Our visual concept of dimensionality is geared towards three
dimensions of perceptual space

In higher-dimensional space, there are simply more perspectives
Multi-dimensional space is not a cube, but a polygon

In scatter plot one feature vector, i.e. one text, represented by
one symbol
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Analysis

Principal Component Analysis
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Figure: Scatterplot matrix of the first four PCA dimensions
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Figure: LDA with translation status as discriminant
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